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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 



1. 



Claims 1-60 are pending in this application. 



2. 



Examiner acknowledges applicant's amendment filed on 3/21/2006. 



3. 



Claims 11,13,31,33,41,51,53-54 have been amended [3/21/2006]. 



Drawings 



4. The Drawings filed on 6/27/03 are acceptable for examination purpose 



5. The information disclosure statement filed on 10/30/2003 is in compliance with 
the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97, and has been considered and a copy is enclosed with 
this Office Action. 



6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



7. Claims 1,5-8,21, 25-28,41, 45-48, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 



Information Disclosure Statement 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



being anticipated by Mao et a/, [hereafter Mao], US Patent No. 6728704. 
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8. As to claim 1,21,41, Mao teaches a system which including 'receiving a ranked 
list of search results from a search engine based on a search query' [col 1 , 44-52, col 3, 
line 1-9], Mao directed to multiple search engines, more specifically search engines 
accepts query, searches network computers for information that satisfies the query and 
returns results in a ranking order as detailed col 1, line 47-52]; 

'estimating a relevance value of a particular search result in the ranked list based 
on its rank and actual relevance results' [col 3, line 12-19, col 5, 58-61, col 7, line 1-3], 
Mao specifically teaches each subset of entry is assigned a scoring value according to 
the scoring function, further scoring values are number ranges that indicate relevance 
value of a specific query result. Note: computer-readable storage medium having 
computer-readable program code to cause a computer to perform corresponds to Mao's 
computer-readable memory to instruct a computer to function [col 3, line 57-60col 8, line 
43-44] 

9. As to claim 5,25,45, Mao disclosed 'estimating comprises determining an 
interpolation function at the rank of the particular search result to estimate the relevance 
value' [col 6, line 14-18]. 

10. As to claim 6,26,46,Mao disclosed 'evaluating the interpolation function at the 
rank of the particular search result to estimate the relevance value' [col 6, line 29-35]. 
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Art Unit: 2166 

11. As to claim 7,27,47, Mao disclosed 'linearly interpolating between two actual 
relevance values whose ranks bracket the rank of the particular search result' 

[col 6, line 45-47]. 

12. As to claim 8,28,48, Mao disclosed 'actual relevance values are supplied by the 
search engine' [col 5, line 32-34]. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 



Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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13. Claims 2-4,9-10,22-24,29-30,42-44,49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable Mao et al. [hereafter Mao], US Patent No. 6728704 as 
applied to claims 1,21,41 above and further in view of Rose et al. [hereafter Rose] 
US Patent No. 5870740. 

14. As to claim 2, 22,42, Mao disclosed 'ranks of the at least two others of the search 
results' [col 5, line 66-67, col 6, line 1-3]. It is however, noted that Mao does not 
specifically teach 'estimating comprising fitting a curve, to represent relevance as a 
function of rank to the actual relevance values'. On the other hand, Rose disclosed 
'estimating comprising fitting a curve, to represent relevance as a function of rank to 
the actual relevance values' [col 4, line 56-67, col 5, line 1-4, col 6, line 57-60, col 7, 
line 35-39, fig 3] 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to incorporate the teachings of Rose et al. into merging result list 
from multiple search engines of Mao et al. because both Rose and Mao are directed to 
querying, more specifically both are directed to scoring, ranking of search list or result 
[see Mao: col 3, line 2-7; Rose: Abstract, fig 1b, element 160], and both Mao, and Rose 
specifically suggests focusing on each item in the subset assigned a scoring or ranking 
value [see Mao: col 3, line 4-6; Rose: fig 1b, element 160], while Mao also teaches 
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assigning a probability values where higher probability values are likely to be selected 
in a list [see Mao: col 6, line 20-24]. 

One of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of Rose et al. into merging result list from multiple search 
engines of Mao et al. because that would have allowed users of Mao to ordering the 
search list from the most relevant items to the least relevant items using existing 
relevance-ranking algorithms [see Rose: col 5, line 59-61], and adjusting the score 
according to the relevance-ranking algorithm for example as detailed [see Rose: col 6, 
equations 1-2] bringing the advantages of estimating values fall between specified 
values that produces cosine function to measure similarity [see Rose: col 7, line 4-8], 
thus improving both short and long query in which retrieved item's score calculated from 
relevance-ranking algorithm [see Rose: col 5, line 5-12]. 

1 5. As to claim 3,23,43, Rose disclosed 'evaluating the curve at the rank of the 
particular search result to estimate the relevance value' [col 7, line 4-9]. 

16. As to claim 4,24,44, Rose disclosed 'curve is a line' [see fig 3a-3d]. 

17. As to claim 9,29,49, Rose disclosed 'actual relevance values are not supplied by 
the search engine' [col 7, line 46-50]. 
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18. As to claim 10,30,50, Mao disclosed 'determining a first actual relevance value 
for a most relevant one of the search result 1 [col 5, line 58-61]; 'determining a second 
actual relevance value for a least relevant one of the search results' [col 5, line 66-67, 
col 6, line 1]; 'wherein said estimating comprises linearly interpolating between the first 
actual relevance value and the second actual relevance value' [col 6, line 20-24]. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

19. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

20. Claims 11-13,31-33,51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Dutta, US Publication No. 2002/0078045 published on June 20,2002 

21 . As to claim 1 1 ,31 ,51 , Dutta teaches a system which including 'weighting search 
results from a search engine based on a search query' [fig 3, page 7, col 1, 0045, 
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line, 1-11], Dutta specifically teaches search engine searches and ranking the results 
according to the weights as detailed in page 7, col 1 , 0045, line 1-11; 

'determining a plurality of categories associated with the search query' 
[page 7, col 2, 0046, line 27-31 , fig 5] plurality of categories corresponds to Dutta's fig 5, 
element 82; 

'for each of the categories, determining an associated category weighting value 
for the search engine' [page 7, col 2, 0047, line 1-7], Dutta specifically teaches each 
category associated with category weight further associated to file indexed within a 
search database, category weight related to degree of relevance as detailed in col 2, 
0047, line 1-7; 

'determining a first associated relevance value for each of the categories based 
on the search query and one or more query terms associated with the category' [page 
7, col 2, 0047, page 8, col 1, 0048, line 1-3], Dutta specifically teaches database search 
query may include keywords associated with the files, further keywords are used to 
match search terms that satisfy the search criteria as detailed in page 7, 0047; 

'determining a search engine weighting value based on the category weighting 
values and the first associated relevance values' [page 8, col 1, 0048, line 15-30, col 2, 
0051] 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/607,81 1 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2166 

22. As to claim 12-13,32-33,52-53, Dutta disclosed 'determining a second associated 
relevance value for each of the categories by dividing its first associated relevance 
value by a sum of all of the first associated relevance values' [page 9, col 2, 0053, 

line 2-9], it is further noted that Dutta specifically teaches search results list is ranked 
i.e., ranking search results in accordance with the category [page 7, col 2, 0046, line 19- 
20], also each category is assigned weight related to file index within search database 
[page 7, col 2, 0047, line 1-2]. 

23. Claims 14-15, 1 7-20,34-35,37-40, 54-55,57-60 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Mao et al. [hereafter Mao], US Patent No. 
6728704 filed on Aug 27,2001, published on April 27, 2004 in view of Rose etal. 
[hereafter Rose] US Patent No. 5870740. 

24. As to claim 14, 34,54,Mao teaches a system which including 'submitting a search 
query to a plurality of search engines' [col 2, line 29-33, col 4, line 41-48]; 

'receiving, from each of the plurality of search engines [col 2, line 66-67], an 
associated ranked list of search results based on the search query' [col 3, line 1-7]; 

'receiving a plurality of actual relevance values for a plurality of the search results 
based on the search query' [col 3, line 14-19]; 

'for at least one of the search results absent the actual relevance value, 
estimating its relevance value based on its rank, and the ranks and the actual relevance 
values of at least two others of the search results' [col 5, line 36-42, line 46-54], Mao 
suggests firstly result lists having most relevant values, secondly small number of 
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entries from each list is selected based on subset selection criteria or technique [col 5, 
line 46-48], thirdly, Mao suggests V number of items or documents are selected from 
each list randomly; 

'determining, for each of the plurality of search engines, an associated value' 
[col 5, line 56-57]; 

'determining, for each of the ranked lists, an associated relevance value for each 
of its search results based on the estimated relevance value or the actual relevance 
value of the search result' [col 5, line 58-67, col 6, line 1-5], Mao specifically teaches 
scoring values for each list , further score values may be the arithmetic average or a 
value proportional to the average for a set of scoring values [co 6, line 1-4]; 

'combining the ranked lists into a single list' [col 6, line 6-8], Mao specifically 
teaches merge or rank all entries from every list based on the score for each list as 
detailed in fig 2, element 80; 

'sorting the search results in the single list based on the relevance values' 
[col 6, line 6-13], Mao specifically teaches not only merging the result list and rank all 
entries from all the list, but also selecting the list with highest representative value or 
scoring value that corresponds to sorting the search results; 

It is however, noted that Mao does not specifically teach "weighting value 
associated with the search engine", although Mao teaches results list from multiple 
search engines having scoring values is assigned to each entry as detailed in col 6, 
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line 30-37, fig 3. On the other hand, Rose suggests "weighting value associated with 
the search engine" col 2, line 29-32, col 3, line 1-3, line 4-6]. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to incorporate the teachings of Rose et al. into merging result list 
from multiple search engines of Mao et al. because both Rose and Mao are directed to 
querying, more specifically both are directed to scoring, ranking of search list or result 
[see Mao: col 3, line 2-7; Rose: Abstract, fig 1b, element 160], and both Mao, and Rose 
specifically suggests focusing on each item in the subset assigned a scoring or ranking 
value [see Mao: col 3, line 4-6; Rose: fig 1b, element 160], while Mao also teaches 
assigning a probability values where higher probability values are likely to be selected 
in a list [see Mao: col 6, line 20-24]. 

One of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of Rose et al. into merging result list from multiple search 
engines of Mao et al. because that would have allowed users of Mao to ordering the 
search list from the most relevant items to the least relevant items using existing 
relevance-ranking algorithms [see Rose: col 5, line 59-61], further calculating weights 
with respect to vectors that represents documents that allows to compare the score 
according to the relevance-ranking algorithm for example as detailed [see Rose: col 2, 
line 24-32] bringing the advantages of improving both short and long query in which 
retrieved item's score calculated from relevance-ranking algorithm [see Rose: col 5, 
line 5-12]. 
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25. As to claims 15,35,55, Rose disclosed 'actual values comprise normalized, 
search-engine supplied relevance values' [col 2, line 29-32]. 

26. As to claims 17,37,57, Rose disclosed 'fitting a curve, to represent relevance as 

a function of rank, to the actual relevance values and the ranks of the at least two others 
of the search results' [col 7, line 4-10, fig 3]; 'evaluating the curve at the rank of the 
particular search result to estimate the relevance value' [col 7, line 11-17]. 

27. As to claim 18,38,58, Mao disclosed 'determining an interpolation function, to 
represent relevance as a function of rank, for the actual relevance values and the ranks 
of the at least two others of the search results' [col 6, line 14-18]; 'evaluating the 
interpolation function at the rank of the particular search result to estimate the relevance 
value' [col 6, line 29-37]. 

28. As to claim 1 9,29,59, Mao disclosed 'actual relevance values are supplied by the 
search engine' [col 5, line 32-34]. 

29. As to claim 20,30,60, Rose disclosed 'actual relevance values are not supplied 
by the search engine' [col 7, line 46-50]. 
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30. Claims 16,36,56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Mao et al. [hereafter Mao], US Patent No. 6728704 , Rose et at. [hereafter Rose] 
US Patent No. 5870740as applied to claims 1,21,41 above and further in view of 
Dutta, US Pub.No. 2002/0078045 published on June 20,2002. 

31 . As to claims 16,36,56, Mao and Rose both disclosed search engine [see Mao: 
fig 1, element 16, element 40; Rose: col 3, line 1-3]; Mao and Rose both disclosed 
'search query' [Mao: fig 2, element 70; Rose: fig 1b, element 150], Mao and Rose both 
disclosed determining scoring values [see Mao: fig 2, element 76; Rose: col 6, line 7-9]; 
further Rose also disclosed determining weighting value' [col 2, line 24-25, line 29-32]; 
both Mao and Rose disclosed relevance value for each query' [Mao: col 7, line 1-3; 
Rose: col 4, line 56-64]. It is however, noted that both Mao and Rose do not specifically 
teach 'plurality of categories associated with the search query, category search engine 
weighting value for each of the categories, categories based on the search query and 
one or more query terms associated with the category, each of the categories by 
dividing its first associated relevance value by a sum of all first associated relevance 
values, each product of the associated category search engine weighting value and the 
second associated relevance value'. 

On the other hand Dutta disclosed, 'plurality of categories associated with the 
search query' [page 7, col 2, 0046, line 27-31 , fig 5] plurality of categories corresponds 
to Dutta's fig 5, element 82;'category search engine weighting value for each of the 
categories' [page 7, col 2, 0047, line 1-7], Dutta specifically teaches each category 
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associated with category weight further associated to file indexed within a search 
database, category weight related to degree of relevance as detailed in col 2, 0047, line 
1-7;,'categories based on the search query and one or more query terms associated 
with the category'[page 7, col 2, 0047, page 8, col 1, 0048, line 1-3], Dutta specifically 
teaches database search query may include keywords associated with the files, further 
keywords are used to match search terms that satisfy the search criteria as detailed in 
page 7, 0047 ,' each of the categories by dividing its first associated relevance value by 
a sum of all first associated relevance values'[page 9, col 2, 0053, line 2-9]. 'each 
product of the associated category search engine weighting value and the second 
associated relevance value'[page 8, col 1, 0048, line 15-30, col 2, 0051], 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the teachings of Dutt into retrieval of relevance 
ranking and score of the documents of Rose et al, merging results list from multiple 
search engines that represent scoring values of Mao et al. because Dutt, Rose and Mao 
all directed to querying documents using multiple search engines, more specifically 
Rose and Mao are directed to querying, more specifically both are directed to scoring, 
ranking of search list or result [see Mao: col 3, line 2-7; Rose: Abstract, fig 1b, element 
160], and both Mao, and Rose specifically suggests focusing on each item in the subset 
assigned a scoring or ranking value [see Mao: col 3, line 4-6; Rose: fig 1b, element 
160], while Mao also teaches assigning a probability values where higher probability 
values are likely to be selected in a list [see Mao: col 6, line 20-24], while Dutta is 
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directed to identifying, assigning the categories, specifically search result list ranked 
such that the file having the highest category weight is ranked first while the file having 
the lowest file having the lowest category weight is ranked last [Dutta: page 2, col 2, 
0015]. 

One of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of Dutta into retrieval of relevance ranking and score of the 
documents of Rose et al, merging results list from multiple search engines that 
represent scoring values of Mao et al. because that would have allowed users of Mao, 
Rose to incorporate identifying, assigning various categories associated with weight 
factor that is part of additional ranking criteria, further search result list may be ranked 
such that highest combined category first, lowest combined category last [sorting], 
bringing the advantages of improving the overall information retrieval, specifically allows 
user to examine more relevant search results, thus improving the overall ranking, 
categorization of information as suggested by Dutta [page 2, col 1, 0013]. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 3/21/2006 with respect to claims 1-60 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive, for examiner's response, see discussion 
below: 

a) At page 1 5, claiml ,, page 1 8, claim 41 , applicant argues that "Mao does not 
disclose or suggest estimating a relevance value of a particular search result in the 
ranked list based on its rank and actual relevance values and ranks of at least two 

others of the search results None of the scoring values in the subsets of Mao are 

estimated, they are all assigned according to a scoring function. 

As to the above argument [a], Examiner notes firstly, Mao is directed to merging 
result lists from multiple search engines, more specifically Mao suggests each result list 
assigned a scoring value based on the search results received from the search engines 
[col 3, line 1-9], secondly, Mao specifically teaches each result list is assigned a value 
based on a function of scoring values assigned to its entries that corresponds to 
estimating specific search results as detailed in col 3, line 12-19, further it is also noted 
that Mao suggests the closeness of the scoring values for example scoring values are 
number that typically represent how closely the entry matches the query is typically an 
estimation of relevance value of specific search [col 5, line 58-61], therefore, the instant 

claim language "estimating a relevance value of search results "reads-on" the 

scoring values typically represent how closely matches the query results of Mao et al. 
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Examiner applies above arguments to the claims 2-10, 42-50 depend from 
claim 1, 40 respectively.. 

b) At page 16, claim 1 1 , applicant argues that "Dutta does not disclose or suggest 
determining a search engine weight value based on the category weighting values and 
the first associated relevance values" 

c) At page 18, claim 31, page 19, claim 51, applicant argues that Dutta does not 
disclose determining a search engine weighting value based on the category weighting 
values and the first associated relevance values" 

As to the argument [b-c], first, Dutta is directed to ranking search results using 
user category weighting, more specifically, searching user desired information 
categorized, ranked and assigned weight values [see Abstract, fig 6], secondly, it is 
noted that each indexed file associated with category weight [page 2, col 2, 0015, line 5, 
page 7, col 2, 0047, line 1-2], furthermore, list may be ranked such a way that highest 
category weight is ranked first, while the file having the lowest category weight is ranked 
last [page 2, col 2, 0015, line 9-12], thirdly, each category weight values are different 
because it is associated with the search results list [page 8, col 1, 0048, col 2, 0051], 
therefore, the instant claim language "determining a weighting value based on the 

category weighting relevance values "reads-on" the category weight values 

assigned based on search results relevance ranking value of Dutta . 
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Examiner applies above arguments to the claims 12-13, 32-33,55-60 depends 
from claim 11, 33,54 respectively. 

d) At page 17, claim 14, page 18, claim 34, page 19, claim 54, applicant argues that 
Rosa fails to disclose or teach the aforementioned element of claim 14 discussed above 
in relation to Mao and Applicant respectfully submits that a prima facie case of 
obviousness does not exist based on the combination of Mao and Rose as all of the 
elements of claim 14 are not found in the combination of reference 

In response to applicant's argument [d] that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Mao et al. is 
directed to multiple search engines search results, more specifically result lists returned 
from multiple search engines are merged based on assigned values to each result list 
[see Abstract, fig 3. It is also noted that Mao specifically teaches ranking or merging all 
the information from every list and assigning a value or scoring value [col 6, line 6-13], 
possibly with highest average scoring value. On the other hand Rose is directed to 
ranking the query results, more specifically, ranking results of documents related to 
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queries from multiple search engines [col 2, line 66-67, col 3, line 1-3], it is noted that 
both Mao and Rose specifically teaches multiple search engines ranking 
documents. [Mao: Abstract; Rose: col 3, line 1-3]; both Mao and Rose specifically 
teaches ranking and/or scoring algorithm [Mao: col 3, line 2-7, col 6, line 29-37, fig 3; 
Rose: col 4, line 31-34], and both Mao and Rose specifically suggests each item in the 
subset assigned a scoring or ranking value [Mao: col 3, line 4-6; Rose, fig 1b, element 
160], furthermore, Mao suggests assigning a probability value that would have higher 
probability values are likely to be selected from the list [Mao: col 6, line 20-24] and both 
are from same field of endeavor. 
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Therefore, one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention 
to incorporate the teachings of Rose et al. into merging result list from multiple search 
engines of Mao et al. because that would have allowed users of Mao to ordering the 
search list from the most relevant items to the least relevant items using existing 
relevance-ranking algorithms [see Rose: col 5, line 59-61], further calculating weights 
with respect to vectors that represents documents that allows to compare the score 
according to the relevance-ranking algorithm for example as detailed [see Rose: col 2, 
line 24-32] bringing the advantages of improving both short and long query in which 
retrieved item's score calculated from relevance-ranking algorithm [see Rose: col 5, 
line 5-12]. 

e) At page 17, claim 21, applicant argues that Mao fails to disclose or suggest an 
apparatus estimating a relevance value of a particular search result in the ranked list 
based on its rank and actual relevance values and ranks of at least two other of the 
search results. 

As to the argument [e], it is noted that applicant's remarks at page 17-18 of the 
response, are merely conclusory statements, without any support. Applicant merely 
repeating the language of the claim, without addressing examiner's particular 
interpretation of the reference as presented in the previous office action, and without 
specifying how the instant claim address the issues raised by the examiner. Mao et al. 
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Is directed to multiple search engines result list, more specifically, merging multiple 
result lists from multiple search engines associated with scoring value in accordance 
with scoring function for each result list [see col 3, line 1-7], furthermore, it is also noted 
that Mao specifically teaches ranking entries from every list [col 6, line 1-3,fig 2]. Mao 
also teaches scoring values are assigned to each entry, calculating average scoring 
values, based on the average scoring values, the results list are merged into merged list 
as detailed in col 6, line 29-37, fig 3. Mao also suggests calculating probability values 
equal to its average scoring value's percentage of the total of all average scoring values 
i.e., result list is assigned a probability values [col 7, line 35-42]. 

Examiner applies above arguments to the depend claims 22-30. 



Conclusion 



The prior art made of record 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Srirama Channavajjala whose telephone number is 
571-272-4108. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 
8:00 AM to 5:30 PM Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alam, Hosain, T, can be reached on (571) 272-3978. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where the application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300 Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) 

sc 

Patent Examiner. (L/ 



May 22, 2006. 




PRWARYEXMIWER 



